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TMs A|}|>ilcatf0ri be^ e^trefulfy^ ligM of lhe d^iee Acikm mAi 

Sc^Jterrfber 24, 2669. At m tme fef tine Aelm dlaims 1-24 were pe^idlng sb this 
A|Ji?feat50h, eiaiTKs 1-24 were refected. Claims L 10, II, 18, and 19 are herein amended, 
mil Claim 8 is herein cancelled wiihout prejudice or disckimer. Applkarst respectfisLiy 
requests reconsi4efp<3EaBd ikvorsbie!:St?tio^ ifl thiscase. 

Rgiectfess B8id«r 35 li.S.C. § 112 

Claims 19-16 and 20-22 were rejected by tije Examiner under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second 
par^raph, m being iBdefelte and failing to paitacsulariy poiM oat asd distftsetly qjaim fhe 
subject matter whM Appilearit j^eg^ds as the invention. AppilciaBt hm sffietided Cimnss 10^ 
1 1, aisd 19 to ovstcome thtst mj^itlms Mi mspociMify re^UMs ^ii the rejc^tidns under 35 
U.S.Cv § 1 1 2, siec-ond par a^^jph be wlthdravrai> 

All FeBclia^ Claliais are MiomM&m&rFknzei% 

Claibs i:~S wem rejected: by iks Bmmmt md& 35 VMM. §1 02(b) as bisijig 
antieipated by Qermas Paleat Ko. 19714487 issued to lofcaiiiiss Ftt^ret d/f II 

However, the Examiner indicated that dependent Claims 9-24 contain allowable 
subjea matter (after addressing the rejeetipris isnder 35 U..S.e. §11.2, second paragraph, 
discussed above), 

Apeor^in|ly, Applic^t lm^^;r^ (:wiil# d^mdee^ diiti^ Claim 

1) as TO iniependest daim meMng all JMkatioRs of Applicant respect&ily 

reqaesfe silowjmee of independent CMnts 1 8 and all cimm that depend therefixHn . 

in additiott, Applicajit has asnended Claim 1 to recite "an aBti-rotatioB: device 
including s fim structure of tke Jirsl bimh eiemeM^ c^^ ta mtemet wMh a segmd 
structure qftke sem^d kusk eltimnttp re^^ m$ular pmMoM^^^^ 

the iirst bush siement and the seeoiid haih tl^mmif regar0es;^^ &^^^ 
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Fi&mr im^ aot te^h #i«se Hmftatlcsns, 'ihc: E?cainiii€^ argues that ^jfewer teaches a 
close ill between plezoae^ lasd correspi^ridlkg^ in coxier 8, the connection 

serves as aft asits-rotation. device. (Office Action, pages 2-3). Thus, iiiteraciion between fee 
piezoactuator pins 3 and the cover 8 prevents rotation of the cover 8. Applicant has thus 
clarified in Claim I that Applicant's anti-rotation function in system is provided by an 
interactim beiween ike two bmh eiefmtttSy md pot between the bush elements assdi tie 
piazoaetuator housed in the bush efesis^s. M ^ res^H, ApplissaRt's anti-fotsEim de-vice 
op&iSiibs riegardless qf pk^ti^r the pi^zomtiuatm' i$ pi^nt in the bush ehme^s, unlike 
Fitzmr*^ M^i€i4 sM-totsHhn %m^ipn,: w^^ is prG^lded oiiiy when the pie^pactusior is 
pstisent itt the Bic«^si«i;g, 

Fc)t at ieast these Ms^iis, smfejided Claim I is altewaljte over Fitzmr. Accordinalv. 



Applicant respectfutly requests reconsideration and allowance of amended Claira I, as 
as ail claittis that depend irom Claim .1 . 
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Applicant has made an esmest effort io place this case in CQadkion for allowance In 
jiglit of the ra^i48^ set ferl^^^ i^^ Appliijant fespe«;t!ij% regisests rec^msi^mtioH of the 

^pfjlicait bt^iieves there arie iio iees: due at fiits tiii^^ I^owsv^k; the Commissioner is 
hereby aisthorked to charge any fees tsecessary or credit my pvei|>aj.'th«5nt to 
Acmmtm. SO-4871 of Kirig & Spaiding L,L.P: 

If there are any tnatters concerning this A|3|*lfesatiqR th^t may be cteed up In 
lelephoiK conyersa^icMi, |>iease contact- A|Splba^^ aSomey at 5 1 2-4S7^2930» 

Respectfoiiy submitted, 
KING & SPALDING LLP 
Attorney for Applicant 

Eric M <3fabski 
Regi^ratrdn No. 5 1049 

SEND, CORRESPONDENCE TO ; 
K^NG & SpALDII^Q L.L,P. 

CySTQMERACCOlJHTm 
512-457-2030 
512-457-2100 (fex) 



